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1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 28 May 2008 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

Claims 17-19, 34, 35, and 36 are objected to because of tine following 
informalities: 

a. claims 17-19 and 34, "said posts" should read said two posts--; 

b. claim 35, line 2, "said at least one of said posts" should read -at least one of 
said two posts--; 

c. claim 36, line 2, "said posts" should read -said two posts--. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a whtten description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 15 and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. In addition. Claims 15 and 17-19 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement 
requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
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specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. Claim 15 recites 
that the peripheral device is "positioned directly above said posts." However, the 
specification does not reasonably convey to one skilled in the art that Applicant had 
possession of this subject mater at the time of filing. Moreover, the specification does 
not describe this subject matter in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to make 
and/or use the invention. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1,4-9, 11, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, "an adaptor" is recited in line 3 and "an adaptor" is recited line 
5. It is unclear whether the two limitations define the same structural element or define 
separate structural elements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or In public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1, 4-9, 15, 20, 23-27, and 30, as best understood, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,669,668 to Leuchtmann. 

Leuchtmann discloses a vehicle mounted peripheral device station that includes 
all the limitations recited in claims 1,4-9, 15, 20, 23-27, and 30, as best understood. 
Leuchtmann shows a station having a vehicle seat (see Fig. 11) adapted to receive a 
removable headrest, two receptacles of the vehicle seat, a peripheral device 3 
unattached to the removable headrest (see column 2, lines 23-35), an adaptor (Fig. 5) 
capable of replacing the removable device and capable of securing the peripheral 
device to the vehicle seat, a support surface 7 of the adaptor with top and bottom 
surfaces and a plurality of edges, two posts 6,6 of the adaptor directly attached to the 
bottom surface, a plurality of side walls 18,32,33 attached to the plurality of edges, 
spaced to frictionally receive the peripheral device, being noncontinuous, and including 
front, side, and back walls, a reduced height of the front wall (near slots 37), and a 
means for securing the peripheral device to the adaptor structural equivalent to that 
disclosed in the instant application wherein the back wall is noncontinuous (near recess 
36) and the side wall 32 is continuous along the entire length of at least one of the 
pluralilty of edges and spaced to frictionally receive the peripheral device 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person liaving ordinary skill in tlie art to wliicli said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 14, 15, 18-20, 30, 32, 35, and 36, as best understood, are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 3,752,376 to 
Shelton et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,668,285 B1 to Park et al. 

Shelton et al. disclose a vehicle mounted peripheral device station that is 
basically the same as that recited in claims 1-4, 6, 14, 15, 18-20, 30, 32, 35, and 36, as 
best understood, except that the vehicle seat lacks two receptacles and the adaptor 
lacks two posts, as recited in the claims. See Figures 1-4 of Shelton et al. for the 
teaching that the station has a vehicle seat 24 adapted to receive a removable 
headrest, a peripheral device 58 unattached to the removable headrest, an adaptor 32 
with at least one post 48 detachably connected to the seat, attached to the peripheral 
device, and capable of replacing the headrest and of securing the peripheral device to 
the seat, a support 34 connected to the adaptor and being a horizontal plate, and 
means for securing the peripheral device to the adaptor 66,72 functionally equivalent to 
that disclosed in the instant application, and at least one receptacle 30 to receive the 
post wherein peripheral device is a copier wherein the post is vertically pivotable, the 
plate has a plurality of edges (see Fig. 4), a plurality of side walls 40,42, one of the side 
walls is noncontinuous (wall 40 includes opening 44), and the seat includes a receptacle 
to receive the post. 

Park et al. shows a station similar to that of Shelton et al. wherein the station has 
an adaptor (see Fig. 2) with two posts 22. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the station 
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of Shelton et al. such that the vehicle seat has two receptacles and the adaptors has 
two posts, such as the station disclosed by Park et al. One would have been motivated 
to make such a modification in view of the suggestion in Park et al. that the posts and 
receptacle configuration allows an replacement station to be mounted to a standard 

vehicle seat. 

Please note that Examiner reasonably interprets a copier as a machine for 
making copies of graphic matter (as printing, drawings, or pictures). The camera 58 of 
Shelton et al. inherently makes copies of graphic matter, and, therefore, is a copier. 

Claims 1 1 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Leuchtmann in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,858,994 to Yamashita. 

Leuchtmann discloses a station that is basically the same as that recited in 
claims 1 1 and 29 except that the station lacks the specified securing means, as recited 
in the claims. Yamashita shows a vehicle mounted headrest device similar to that 
Leuchtmann wherein the device has a component 1 (see Fig. 2) and an adaptor 9 
secured to the component by adhesive. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the station 
of Leuchtmann such that the securing means is adhesive, such as the device disclosed 
by Yamashita. One would have been motivated to make such a modification in view of 
the suggestion in Yamashita that adhesive tape attaches the adaptor to the headrest 
device. 

Claims 17 and 34, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Leuchtmann in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,883,870 B2 to Jost. 
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Leuchtmann discloses a station that is basically the same as that recited in 
claims 17 and 34, as best understood, except that the posts lacks adjustability, as 
recited in the claims. Jost shows a mounting station similar to that Leuchtmann wherein 
the station has an adaptor 19 (see Fig. 3) with two posts 6,6 such that one of the two 
posts is capable of adjusting to modify the distance between the two posts. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the station of Leuchtmann such that at least one of the 
two posts is capable of adjusting to modify the distance between the two posts, such as 
the station disclosed by Jost. One would have been motivated to make such a 
modification in view of the suggestion in Jost that the adjustable posts allow for use in 
vehicle with various size seats. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 4-9, 11,14,15,1 7-20, 23-27, 29, 
30, 32, 34-36 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joseph F. Edell whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
6858. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:30am-5:00pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Joseph F Edell/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3636 

August 23, 2008 



